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Court of Appeals of the District of Columbia. 


No. 3905. 

John E. Merritt, Plaintiff in Error, 

vs. 

Willie C. Thompson. 


1 Municipal Court of the District of Columbia. 

No. Landlord and Tenant 222,188. 

John E. Merritt, Plaintiff, 
vs. 

Willie C. Thompson, Defendant. 

United States of America, 

District of Columbia, ss: 

Be it remembered, That in the Municipal Court of the District 
of Columbia, at the City of Washington, in said District, at the 
times hereinafter mentioned, the following papers were filed and 
proceedings had, in the above-entitled cause, to wit: 

2 Complaint. 

Filed August 2, 1922. 

In the Municipal Court of the District of Columbia. 

No. L. and T. 222,188. 

John E. Merritt, Plaintiff, 
vs. 

Willie C. Thompson, Defendant. 

District of Columbia, To wit: 

Your complainant, John E. Merritt, being first duly sworn ac¬ 
cording to law, states that he is entitled to the possession of the 
premises or apartment numbered 5 in the Rochester Apartment 

1—3905a 
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2 JOHN E. MERRITT VS. WILLIE C. THOMPSON. 

sarwrAWf ”■“» - "■* 5J5S sa 

JOHN E. MERRITT. 

1922. bSCnbed and SW ° m t0 before me this 2nd da J' of August, A. D., 

BLANCHE NEFF, [seal.] 

Clerk. 

^ Affidavit of Defense. 

Filed August 18, 1922. 

******* 

District of Columbia, To wit: 

4XSt Wag firat duly swom ’ accordin g “> 1^, 

That she is the defendant in the above entitled suit in which John 
. f PI J!7 18 le plaintiff, and that she denies the right of the said 

So 5 fn theXTV A he P ropCrty xi n question - nam ^> Apartment 
Place’ N W ^ me f nt r , I f 0US ®! located at 1438 Meridian 

1 •+ • \S* V 1 i •?„ District of Columbia, and that she files this 
affidavit in her behalf, the time for filing the same having been ex 
t 1 Q 9 l ed b J * he Court until and including the 18th day of August 
the grounds of her defense are as follows: S ’ 

l L T , 13 defe , nda nt, Willie C. Thompson, is advised by counsel 

uirfh J”^ aW ’ 8nd T° n such advice ’ avers 88 a defense to this 
suit that the swom complaint made and filed by the plaintiff John 

E. Merritt, in this case, is fatally defective, insufficient and void 

JL la "'.' , ln , that ( . t i c . re 18 nowhere alleged in said swom complaint that 
he said plaintiff is the bona fide owner of said premises whereas 
e complainant, (plaintiff), John E. Merritt is entitled, if entitled 
at all, to possession of the said premises, only by reason of being the 

at a?/fn n Wner ° f S8 f d P^ emi8C8 >. and he ' 9 not entitled, if entitled 
at all, to possession of said premises as a landlord or lessor of said 

premises to the defendant, Willie C. Thompson, as he (plaintiff) al 

■TwtTti '' 18 cntltl f d m sai d swom complaint. This defend¬ 
ant, \\ lllie C. Thompson, therefore, moves the Court to dismiss said 

sworn complaint, and to dismiss this suit, and if said Zlfon to 
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dismiss is not granted by the Court, tiiis defendant respect- 
4 fully excepts to said ruling of the court for the purpose of 
preserving her rights upon appeal from such ruling of the 

Court. 

2. Phis defendant, Willie C. Thompson, is further advised bv 
counsel learned in the law, and, upon such advice avers as a further 
defense to this suit, that the said sworn complaint made and filed 
by the plaintiff, John E. Merritt, in this case is fatallv defective, 
insufficient, and void in law, in that the complainant does not allege 
therein that the possession of said premises for his (or their) neces- 
mr !/> immediate (actual and bona tide) occupancy, as required bv 
the said Act of Congress, passed May 22, 1922, (Section 9 thereof, 
amending Sec. 109 of the. original Rent Act.) The language of 
the sworn complaint being “complainant desiring the possession’' 
etc.; whereas the Rent Law is “if necessary immediately. And this 
defendant moves to dismiss said sworn complaint and this suit for 
the reasons next above stated in this paragraph 2, and if said mo¬ 
tion last made is overruled, this defendant excepts to such ruling for 
the purpose of preserving such questions of law on appeal. 

3. That the alleged notice to quit claimed by the plaintiff to have 
been served upon defendant is in the words and figures following: 

Washington, D. C., July 1, 1922. 

Mrs. Willie C. Thompson, 

Apartment No. 5, The Rochester, 

1438 Meridian Place N. W., 

Washington, D. C. 

Dear Madam : 

I am the owner of the Rochester Apartment house, being prem¬ 
ises numbered 1438 Meridian Place, N. W., Washington, D. C. 

You are in possession of apartment No. 5, as a month to month 
tenant, commencing on the first day of each calendar month. I 
desire possession of said apartment for the immediate actual and 
bona fide occupancy of myself, my wife, my childred and depend¬ 
ents. 


I hereby give you notice to vacate, remove from and quit said 
apartment on July 31, 1922. 

JOHN E. MERRITT, 

Owner. 

5 That said alleged notice is not sufficient in law as required 
by and in accordance with the Act of Congress, entitled “An 
Act to Extend for the Period of Two Years Provisions of Title 11 of 
the Food Control Act, approved October 22, 1919, as amended,” ap¬ 
proved May 22, 1922; and particularly as required and provided for 
in Section 9 of said Act of Congress approved May 22, 1922, amend¬ 
ing Section 109 of the Food Control of District of Columbia Rents 
Act;—the said alleged notice to quit being insufficient in the follow¬ 
ing particulars: 
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(a) There is not contained in said notire f .,11 „„ , 

sf st 

a, 9 

signed SdgShe ™me) ft “* sta ‘ e , that *e Plaintiff (who 
said Rent Law. * (See Tal«S ( W <W fno °, WDer ’. 88 Prided by 

in,m^fatt1o?±d i : e nfbra 0 fid ate that 

tiff) or his wife “c » aTnrofe hv OCC “P anc y b Z himself (plain- 

srffif^3* L ” <** 

tempts to m,m^th” » “H: 

SSX&, is j?; IS” £Th l h “ i«!t.K 

apartment the whole of the S day of July' 31 * 192 ?^‘° ?. CUpy said 
said alleged notice as J1 i! „J Iy , . -i’ j 2 \ and ln this regard 
notice. ’ 88 glven ’ 18 not a thlrt y days’ notice, or a legal 

other r^ons^pparen^oiT'the^ 1 the .reasons above stated, and for 

alleged notice Kfdence uSdel the aHe^ 10 ‘H f ering o{ ^ 
plaint, there being a m^ the , ™ «om- 

6 4. 

plaintiff, John "^Merritt f d^r^^rf^ood T* th th ® ?“ id na,uc d 
apartment for the immediate ! 8°pd faith possession of said 

himself, his wife his rhiM™ i u d , bon a h de occupancy” of 

t^on7the 5Zr/S • ha t t , demands 

which is located on P the™mt floor of L K u!l- J6Ct ,° f tlds suit and 
of apartment number 34 located on if j*« g aforesaid and also 

aforesaid and occupied by Chas W friftin^ ^°° r , of the bui lding 
and Tenant suit No 222 189 the n n ^ ln ’ defendant in Landlord 
are hereby referred to and h^ h r P PerS a ‘ K record i" which suit 
the said apartments ^ apart her “t.' that 

plaintiff has heretofore averred end T® “j f, ath apartments; that 
hold consists of ntoe nemons and ^f d me * d lat Plaintiff’s house- 

ssLSsaft i'Sr, s “ r ■£ 

been vaLnt since June 14th d 1922 da ^nd fUrt ^ r SaV u- that there llMS 
days apartment 44 on th e fourth floo?or U *h tll v W ?, t J h . ln the P^t ten 

the same size and character as the two which^tfe^ec'Tof'this 
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suit and that said apartment has now been rented by the plaintiff 
nor did he make any effort, as, defendant believes, to obtain posses¬ 
sion thereof, but has rented the same to another tenant. 

5. For a further defense to said alleged cause of action, this de¬ 
fendant pleads res judicata to this suit, in that, the question raised 
for determination in the complaint of the plaintiff aforesaid, namely 
the right of the plaintiff to recover possession of said apart- 
7 ment, is a matter which is res ad judicata, in that heretofore, 
to wit, on the 1st day of May, 1922, the said plaintiff served 
this defendant with a notice in the words and figures following: 

Washington, D. C., May 1, 1922. 

Mrs. Willie C. Thompson, 

Apartment No. 5, The Rochester, 

1438 Meridian Place N. W., 

Washington, D. C. 

Dear Madam : 

I have purchased the Rochester Apartment House premises num¬ 
bered 1438 Meridian Place, Northwest, Washington, D. C., in part 
for my own exclusive use and occupancy of my family, and am now 
the bona fide owner thereof. 

You are now in possession of apartment No. 5 as a month to 
month tenant. I desire possession of said apartment for the actual 
and bona fide use of myself and family. 

I hereby give you notice to remove from and quit said apartment 
at the expiration of thirty days from May 1, 1922. 

JOHN E. MERRITT, 

Owner. 


Served upon Mrs. Willie C. Thompson May 1, 1922, by 
JOHN E. MERRITT. 

That upon defendant refusing to vacate the said apartment, said 
plaintiff, on to wit, the 1st day of June, 1922, filed in this Court a 
suit for possession of the apartment aforesaid, Merritt vs. Thomp¬ 
son, Landlord and Tenant No. 219,025, the papers and record in 
which suit are hereby referred to and by reference made a part of 
this answer; that in the complaint in said suit and at the trial of 
said suit in this Court before Justice Aukam, the plaintiff relied 
upon the notice served by him which notice has been above set out, 
and that in said suit and at said hearing the defendant disputed 
the good faith of the demand for possession of said apartment made 
in said notice, and the Court, as will appear from the record, deter¬ 
mined the matter in favor of this defendant; that the notice served 
by the plaintiff on this defendant on the 1st day of July, 
8 1922, and to which he apparently refers in his complaint but 

which he does not set out in full, specifically referred to in 
said complaint is in the words and figures hereinbefore set out in 
paragraph (3) of this affidavit; that the defendant is advised and 
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believes and therefore avers that this suit is an attempt by the plain- 

heanng and adjudication upon the same sub- 
ject, namely the right of plaintiff to possession of the apartment 

^titfed d to a h d be ^' 6en ,de “ti.cally the same parties and that she is 
entitled to have this complaint dismissed and judgment rendered 

m her favor as plaintiff is estopped by the decision in said former 
suit from again presenting said question of bona tides and good faith 
onbl ® fait for another decision and judgment of this Court. 

n a ?? W ® n i 1 ? said com P laint this defendant says that the 
plaintiff has subjected her to constant persecution and has done all 

L°^„ e .J°*T ke . ^ occu P aI lfy of the apartment aforesaid intol- 
erable, that he stated repeatedly that he would evict from his said 

building any and all tenants who complained to the Rent Commis- 

r^r d i*f ed i fo r. a reduc , ti ° n of rents in the building aforesaid, 
that this defendant is one of the complainants in the case of Griffin 

n iwf V f : Ma r d *i Cr ® rodt .* Company, et al., which case resulted in 
a reduction of the rents in the building aforesaid; that this defend¬ 
ant was served with a notice to vacate the said apartment on the 
1st day of May, 1922, that June 1st, 1922, she was served with 
from this Court to show cause why judgment for restitu¬ 
tion should not be rendered against her, which suit terminated bc- 
foie Justice Aukam in defendant’s favor as above set out on the_ 

J “' le > 19 22i th »t on the 19th day of June, 1922, she was 
served with another summons from this court to show cause why 
judgment for restitution should not be rendered against her in 
io 9 o r of H 11 ? P ,aJI * tlff > which suit was heard on the 14th day of July 
nn!i/i U ? d in .which suit the complaint of plaintiff was dismissed; 
and that on the 1st day of July, 1922, she was served with a notice 
to quit the premises on the 31st day of July, 1922, and on the 2nd 
day of August 1922, she was served with the summons in 
J ih }* s . ult 4 that defendant has tendered her rent in the amount 

which she was advised was required by law and by the de¬ 
cision of the Rent Commission on the first day of each and every 

.fTQOo 0 K? r ^ C x Up ^5 Cy of said a P llrtme nt since and including MaV 
1, 1922, but that said rent was refused by plaintiff; that neverthe¬ 
less the said complaint of plaintiff was dismissed on the 14th 
day of July, 1922, this defendant has paid her rent in the amount re¬ 
quired by law and the decision of the Rent Commission up to and 
including July 31, 1922, which rent has been accepted by the plain- 
titi, that the defendant has tendered the rent for the month of 
August, 192«, but the plaintiff has declined to accept the same. 

Wherefore, for the reasons above set out defendant prays that the 
complaint of the plaintiff be dismissed and that defendant be dis¬ 
missed hence with her reasonable costs. 

WILLIE C. THOMPSON, 
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Finding. 


August 22, 1922. 

L. & T. No. 222,188. 

John E. Merritt, Complainant, 

vs. 

Willie C. Thompson, Defendant. 

L. & T. No. 222,189. 

John E. Merritt, Complainant, 

vs. 

Charles W. Griffin, Defendant, 

Come now the parties hereto and thereupon these causes being 
heard and submitted, the Court finds in favor of the defendants. 

11 Judgment. 

September 1, 1922. 

******* 

It appearing under Rule of Court that judgment on the finding in 
this cause should be entered, it is so ordered. Wherefore, it is con¬ 
sidered that plaintiff take nothing by this action, that defendant go 
hence without day, be for nothing held and recover of plaintiff his 
costs of defense. 

September 18, 1922.—Writ of Error allowed by the Court of 
Appeals of the District of Columbia. 

September 20, 1922.—Bond approved and filed. 

October 7, 1922.—Order extending time until October 25, 1922, 
in which to submit the Bill of Exceptions. 

October 17, 1922.—Bill of Exceptions submitted, signed and filed. 
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C. THOMTSOX. 


Assignment of Errors. 

Filed October 20, 1922. 

L. & T. No. 222,188. 

John E. Merritt, Complainant, 

vs. 

Willie C. Thompson, Defendant, 

L. & T. No. 222,189. 

John E. Merritt, Complainant, 

vs. 

Charles W. Griffin, Defendant. 

The plaintiff assigns as error the following: 

1 he trial court erred: 

vnn' >w!!-,^^* 11 * 1 *^ ^ le Ejection to the following question: “Did 
' . e ar D agreement with the purchaser of 600 M St. S F 

' •> 1 'V' °i* ','l re * le , n ' v * n 8 relative to delivering possession thereof?” 
T. • ^‘'oW’ng.that under Section 9, sub-paragraphof theKent 
aw of the District of Columbia, approved May 22, 1922 it was en¬ 
cumbent upon the plaintiff to show that he had been or was about 
to be, evicted from the house in which he was then living or that 
conditmns were such that continued residence therein wiuTd en 
danger the hfe or health of himself, his wife, family or denendenfe 
immediate possession to relieve the situation P was im- 

P 3 In n ( ecessar y,b ef or ehe would be entitled to the relioTtskd 
3. In sustaining the motions to dismiss the complaints. 

WEBSTER BALLINGER, 

Attorney for Plaintiff. 
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13 In the Municipal Court of the District of Columbia. 

L. & T. No. 222,188. 

John E. Merritt, Plaintiff, 
vs. 

Willie C. Thompson, Defendant. 

L. & T. No. 222,189. 

John E. Merritt, Plaintiff, 
vs. 

Charles W. Griffin, Defendant. 

Filed Oct. 17,1922. Municipal Court District of Columbia. 

Bill of Exceptions. 

Be it remembered, that the above entitled causes came on to be 
heard in this Court before Judge Kimball, presiding, commencing the 
22nd day of August, 1922 and continued during a part of that day, 
said causes having been consolidated by order of the Court and heard 
as one case. 

And thereupon, to maintain the issues on their part the plaintiff 
gave testimony as follows: 

Plaintiff, John E. Merritt, testified that defendant, Willie C. 
Thompson, entered into possession of Apartment No. Five (5), 
Rochester Apartment House, 1438 Meridian Place, Northwest, Wash¬ 
ington, D. C., under a written lease November 1, 1921 as a tenant, 
from month to month. Defendant, Charles W. Griffin entered 

14 into possession of Apartment Thirty-four (34), same apart¬ 
ment house, under a written lease, commencing on June 1, 

1921 and ending September 30, 1921, at the expiration of which he 
continued in possession under the rent laws of the District of 
Columbia. That when witness purchased the Rochester Apartment 
House both leases were regularly assigned to him, which leases with 
the assignments were produced in Court and admitted in evidence. 

July 1, 1922 witness served upon both defendants notice to quit, 
signed by him, both notices being identical except as to the number 
of the apartment, and which notices, with said exception, and with 
the omission of the dates, addresses and signatures, were in words 
and figures as follows: 

“I am the owner of the Rochester Apartment House, being 
premises numbered 1438 Meridian Place, N. W., Washington, D. C. 

“You are in possession of Apartment No. 5 as a month to month 
tenant, commencing on the 1st day of each calendar month. I de- 
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tide Sw° 0 f f miefr nv D JiL° T the HJ ediate «*»! and bona 
“I hereby rive , ” ,y ch,ldren and dependents, 

apartment on 8 July* 31 , 1922.” ° ' acate ’ rcmove from and quit said 

Roehest^Apartmen^fJouL^ebruary^ 1 9^ “a's a^art’^ VI th ® 

estate owned by him or nnv m„ ^ S?utheast, being all the real 

had any interest situated in the District of Cobm W “ they 

^ iSStE 1 ^ s! 

lived '"'hh'hhn < and°were *depend^ent ^ujwn^im^^hat tf ^ 
immediately at the entrance of iho S °? / le ^ anc * s ^ e 

“cuSyrAEif i£ 32 

collected the reXof ’the aoartmen/1 e " and de P e " den ‘ s ' That bo 

:SlirS;S^n C f“”^ 

might be accessible to all persons having business 1 That’ S ° *i 
apartment No. 5 for living purposes for his famdt' „,! • deS ' red 

poses for himself and wife” and apartment No ^t& ng PUI " 
moved from the noi«P nf +iL oi,. 77 " , l . °* winch was re- 

amfwas 8 an inval^'^h^^he^l'' 

conveying PJ-em.ses 606 M Street, S. E„ as part of the purchase 
price ot the Rochester Apartment House witness 

S''fct *•"“•**wtaTJS^ 

606 M Street S F ^ l 1<U e an ^ a £ reeme nt with the purchaser of 
possession thereof-? living ’ relative to delivering 

Ota ol th, Ap.no,,., Hta 
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agreed to deliver possession of premises 606 M Street, S. E., as soon 
as he could obtain possession of accommodations in the Rochester 
Apartment House for himself, his wife, children and dependents. 
The trial judge sustained the objection, to which an exception was 
duly noted. 

Witness then testified that premises No. 606 M Street, S. E., con¬ 
tained six rooms and was in bad condition, the plumbing and heat¬ 
ing being out of order, the rooms being in a dilapidated condition, 
and that they were unsuited for his needs, and that the purchaser 
desired possession. 

On cross-examination witness admitted that since the notices were 
given upon which these suits were brought, apartment No. 44, situ¬ 
ated on the fourth floor, next to the roof, containing three rooms, 
kitchen and bath, had been vacated, but stated that as his wife was 
a very large woman suffering with heart trouble and very nervous, 
that there was no elevator and that said apartment was not adapted 
to their needs and its use would cause great inconvenience to his 
wife and would be detrimental to her health. That said apartment 
had since been rented. He admitted that the two defendants had. 
filed complaints before the Rent Commission for reduction of rents, 
and that the Commission had reduced their rents $5.00 per months, 
respectively, but stated that their action before the Rent Commission 
had no bearing on his effort to secure said apartments, as these two 
apartments had been selected by his wife before the apartment house 
was purchased and title passed. Witness was asked how he proposed 
to distribute the nine persons whom he claimed to constitute his 
family among the rooms in the two apartments; to this he replied 
that he would have to consult his wife, that if the apartments were 
given to him he would show how it could be done, and upon being 
pressed further stated that he had nothing to add to the foregoing. 

Oct. 17, 1922. 

To the Court: 

I consent to the signing of the bill of exceptions w T ith the above 
added 

CHAPIN BROWN, 

Atty. for Defendant (Appellee ). 

17 And Thereupon, counsel for plaintiff announced that the 
plaintiff arrested his case. 

Thereupon counsel for both defendants moved to dismiss both 
cases on the ground that the testimony offered by plaintiff did not 
entitle him to the relief asked. 

And Thereupon, the Trial Judge sustained the motions on the 
grounds, as stated from the bench, that under paragraph 9 sub-para¬ 
graph c of the Rent Law of the District of Columbia approved May 
22, 1922, it was incumbent upon plaintiff to show that he had been 
or was about to be evicted from the house in which he was then liv¬ 
ing, or that conditions were such that continued residence therein 
would endanger the life or health of himself, his wife, family or de- 
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pendents and that immediate possession to relieve the situation was 

"-g irr ?’, 11 * 1 % zr 

*« P sr, Is 

tice given ofTpStiL“oThe eP (^urtTAp^Vfor writTof error" 0 ' 

exceptions taken byToZSor^nS to tt° ruC^heXurt 

of the trials and the exceptionscounsel for 

18 a zffirpg '£r-^5srws5T& 

counsel for plaintiff prays the Court to sign and seal this bill Ef tv 
ceptions, to have the same force and effect aTif ea^h o said excen' 
tions were separately and severally set forth in a separate bill of ex-' 
ceptions, and at the request of counsel for plaintiff the same is accord- 

S 91 ? ^5 S i- G i d j and made a P art of the record in said cases 
now for then, this 17th day of October, 1922. 
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ROBT. E. MATTINGLY, 

Judge. 

Designation of Record. 

Piled October 20, 1922. 


• T. he 9 Ierk please prepare the transcript of record on anneal 
in the above entitled cause and include therein the following: PP 

1. Complaint. 

2. Affidavit of defense. 

3. Finding of fact by Court. 

4. Judgment. 

o. Memorandum of allowance of writ of error 
b. Memorandum of bond aprroved and filed 

BiH of ^Exception™ ° f CX,e " ding tSmC in which to We 

record Mem ° randUm ° f M " ° f Exce P tions ^gn«l and ordered of 

9 Bill of Exceptions (not. to be copied). 

10. Assignment of Errors. 

11. This designation. 

WEBSTER BALLINGER, 

Attorney for Plaintiff. 
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20 Municipal Court of the District of Columbia 

United St a?es op Ameri 

District of Columbia, ss; 

— 1 hSh“’ t ! ereby certify the^oregohie na 1 C ° Urt °[ the District of 
t both inclusive, to be a tmp Qri ^ ^ numbered from 1 tn 

cording to directions of co^sefei *?***# of the Sal 

part of this transcript i n Cause Lanrll w hich is made 

wherein John E. MerriM Z* 111 ’ No • 22 2™ 88, 

^. «. - » ^ ■JE^’ssrisaas.ijj 

c.m h ”’L I a“ «"<s *»« ih. 

^nd day of November, 1922. * hington, m said District, this 

[Seal of the Municipal Court, District of Columbia.] 

BLANCHE NEFF 

% H. M. HULL, ^ ltrk ’ 

Astft Clerk. 

Filed Sep. 18, 1922. Municipal Court, District of Columbia 
United States op America, 

KimUlfjudgeof 6 h Ho “? rab le Edward B. 
Greeting : umcipai Court of the District of Columbia, 

«ie jud^ent ?/,f m® *“ the rendit ion of 
.you, between John E Merritt Pin* ^ unicl pal Court, before 

Defendant, L. & T No. 222 88 Wil L lie C - Thomson! 

the great damage of the said PlnintTff Z e 7 0r hath happen^, to 
Wo being willing that error if Z f’ ^ Jy hls complaint appear 
reefed, and full Ind speX’justZdZ should be duly Z 
his behalf do command vou if inH<rm ! l,x Parties aforesaid in 

then, under your seal, distinctly there '" given, tha" 

and proceedings aforesaid with nil ° pen y ’ y° u se nd the record 
Court of Appeals of SisTrict of the ««me, to the 

so that you have the same in the «aid i°f ether with this writ, 

ton within 20 days from the settlin^of li° f ; 4 PP e ^ ls > at Washing- 

within such additional time after tbA ^ • ^ ? e bill of exceptions or 

o^ourt below or judge thereof e l p l ratlon of the 20 days as the 
the record and proceedings aforesaid 'bdn^ j haJ1 allow i that 
of Appeals may cause further to be donp msp( : cted ’ the said Court 
what of right and accordingto thelaw,-? 11 COrrect that error, 

States should be done. anc ^ cus toms of the United 
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Witness the Honorable Constantine J. Smyth, Chief Justice of the 
said Court of Appeals, the Eighteenth day of September, in the year 
of our Lord one thousand nine hundred and twenty-two. 

[Seal of the Court of Appeals, District of Columbia.] 

HENRY W. HODGES, 

Clerk of the Court of Appeals of 

the District of Columbia, 

Allowed by 

JOSIAH A. VAN ORSDEL, 

Associate Justice of the Court of 

Appeals of the District of Columbia, 

[Endorsed:] Webster Ballenger, — Pltf. E. E. Stafford, — Deft. 

Endorsed on cover: District of Columbia Municipal Court. No. 
3905. John E. Merritt, plaintiff in error, vs. Willie C. Thompson. 
Court of Appeals, District of Columbia. Filed Nov. 2,1922. Henry 
W. Hodges, Clerk. 
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